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REMARKS 



Tt. ^ conm>^«io= is » .he Offlc Acttca n^ed AugM 24, 2005. 

Claim Awn^ndwi^^rw^ 

cancelled clainis 3. 27 and 37, respectively. Given that these amendments do not lai^e 
.sues«^,rseaxcl^,.is^ectfi.ly.^ested^the^^ 

The Conimunication from to S9A V..^ «tw « 

Clann I recites ''initiating &e transaction as a local transaction . . Hxe Examiner 

fecility (mod^e 59A, fig. 1 9)." Ho^er. it is clear that "the transaction" to ,^ch the 

SoTITsOD "^T ^ "involving aprol^cted conversation between system 

50A and 50D To the contrary, the Exanriner appears to be contending that the protect J 
conversation between system 50A and SOD is a "global transaction." In any event, whatever 
commnmcationisbetweenmoduIe52Aand59A,thisisnota'transaction»ataU. Rather the 
™xcation between m<Kiule52Aand59Aismerelyatransferofareq„est to 
I«,tected conversation. See, e.g., col. 13, line 68 to coi. 14, line 2. ^Protected conversation 
adaptor 64a then sends the request to the conversation manager 53A which sends it to the 
communication facility.") In addition, see coL 42, lines 47-50, where Colanan states- 

ft?;rl?.?« ? 20B, 21. and 22 flowcharts iUusttate by examnle 

^a"^ 50a * P^^'^ conversation l^c^s^ 

Thus, Fig. 19 does not illustrate a local transaction at all. . 

PrptectedConversatu^nh^. ^ SQA and 'inn «Th.„ Tr^.^^^S ^^^ ^ 

^1teExaminerinsistsoncansideringthecommunicalionbetweenmodule52Aand59A 
as 'Sis transaction," then this is inconsisfmt with the Examiner consideri^ 
conv^tionbetweenSOA^idSODas '^transaction." In particular, this is what li.e Examiner 
has done m rejectmg dami 3, contending that the "global transaction" recited in claim 3 is ie 
transaction that is also the local transaction. 

That is, claim 3 (which has been cancelled by this amendment, and whose language has 
been incorporated into claim 1) recites, essentially, that 'Ue transaction" is initiated as both a 

whl'T'f ^^-^ See, for example. Applicant's specification at Fig. 3, 
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t^"*"'' Witt to Col«^ ^ 

ttBnsaction." However m the .u . J ^"^^ transaction as the local 

transaction that is initiated is "the txan^ecZ^^r T ^'^«^)- R^^, Cie global 

local faction, Ci^y l^^^'^i:,'^^ 

«C.L rr^^ ^ """"^ of Coleman, and stating the follov^dng- 

operation." ^ *™^tions using a last resource 2-pha$e commit 

The Examiner does not address at all "lazilvdetermi^Jr.™, i. . 

transaction ^'^^rter to the global 



OTmc<>qjoratedhwmmreTWBettthereiectionofckims25.28a»i35^^^ 

"^cpwiacm; Claims with these neiv claims 5 1 -53 Wrtw^^r i? - ^ 

transaction. ^^leoge aspect of initiating the transaction as a local 

^ Coleman, a ^ocal transaction" [52A/59A] is initiated with foil fcaowledse of 

Mtu IS, oinemise, the transaction would not be made Colemar, tY,5,V<^ / 
.-action" if it is^.j.p^'"^"^'"'^ 



7 



PAGE 9/10 ' RCVD AT 1Q/24i20D5 6:37:41 PM [Eastem Daylight fnne] ' SVR:USPTO{FXRF-6/28' DNIS:27383(H)* CSID:16509$18301 < DURATION ([nin«):04-00 



OCT. 24. 2005* 3:45PM 16509618301 JO. 179 _ P. 10" 



J . CONCLUSION 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 

BE^ WEAVER & THOMAS. LLP 

Alan S. Hodes 
Reg. No. 38,185 

P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94612-0250 
(650) 961-S300 
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